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Research Potential of Large Surface
Collections

By: Joseph A. Lindler Jr.

The artifacts shown here showcase the
diversity of materials recently donated to
SCIAA in the William F. Barnes collection.
This collection contained a wide variety
of point types from the Paleoindian to
Mississippian periods of Southeastern
archaeology, as well as a substantial
number of pottery sherds that remain to

be sorted and categorized from the PreContact period. The wide array of point
types and their raw materials have helped
us to look at the history of the Native
American occupation along the Savannah
River, as well showcase some of the
research potential that can come from large
quantity surface collections of a region.

COLLECTIONS, (See Pages 10-14)

ENDOWMENT OPPORTUNITIES

Stanley South Student Archaeological
Research Endowment Fund
Thank you for your generous support of
the Archaeological Research Trust (ART)
Endowment Fund and the printing of
Legacy. Please send donations in the
enclosed envelope to Nena Powell Rice
USC/SCIAA, 1321 Pendleton Street,
Columbia, SC 29208, indicating whether
you want to continue receiving Legacy
and include your email address. All
contributions are appreciated. Please
visit our website at: http://www.
artsandsciences.sc.edu/sciaa to download
past issues, and let the Editor know if
you wish to receive Legacy by email.
Nena Powell Rice, Chief Editor, (803-3313431, nrice@sc.edu.

Figure 1: Examples of artifacts from the Barnes Collection. (Photo by JJ Lindler)
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Director’s Notes
By Adam King
SCIAA Director

As always exciting things are happening at
SCIAA. In this issue of Legacy you can read
about Chester DePratter’s recently initiated
search for the short-lived Stuarts Town attempt
to colonize Port Royal Island in 1684, as well
as Hannah Hoover’s effort to carry on the
goals of the Yamassee Archaeology Project
through her dissertation research at Mackay
Point Plantation. You can also read about the
field school directed by Charlie Leedecker at
Ellison Plantation for a group of South Carolina
State students and what Brian Milner and
Keith Stephenson have learned about early 19th
century life in South Carolina’s Backcountry

research. We encourage you to do the same.
I have mentioned in previous issues that
South Carolina’s archaeological collections
managed by SCIAA are slated to move to a new
facility. Currently, the collection is scheduled
to leave the existing building in October 2022
and be placed in an interim space until the new
facility is completed. University facilities staff
and architects have been working very closely
with myself and Jon Leader to ensure adverse
impacts are minimized and the new space meets
our needs and curation standards. I honestly
feel very good about how the move will happen.
After a few years of dealing with COVID

at the Treadway Meeting House. An article by
restrictions, the Archaeological Research Trust
JJ Lindler and colleagues illustrates what the
(ART) Board is coming back strong thanks to
Southeastern Paleoamerican Survey continues
the leadership of its Chair Bill Bridges and
to learn by studying private collections, while
Secretary Nena Powell Rice. A meeting is
Athena Van Overshelde and Will Nassiff
scheduled for September in conjunction with
discuss their efforts to digitally record the
the investigations at Castle Pinckney where
state’s maritime artifact collections using
planning for the upcoming year will take place.
photogrammetry.
Speaking of planning, there is an anniversary
Exciting new field projects are on the
coming on the horizon that it is time to start
horizon as well. John Fisher and a field school
planning for. Next year (2023) will be the 60th
from University College London will be
anniversary of SCIAA’s creation through an act
conducting additional investigations at Castle
of the South Carolina Legislature. I, along with
Pinckney in September 2022. Steve Smith and a
the ART Board, would love to hear ideas about
team from SC DNR will continue the search for
how we can celebrate SCIAA’s 60th year and get
Francis Marion’s elusive camp on Snows Island
us ready for another 60 years.
funded by the Archaeological
Institute of the Pee Dee. Also,
Jim Legg and Steve Smith will
continue their work at Camden
Battlefield, while John Fisher
and Jon Leader will assist UofSC
master’s student Angelina
Towery-Tomasura in conducting a
ground-penetrating radar survey
of the Cooper River cemetery on
Daufuskie Island.
As important as our field
research is, the reporting we do is
even more important. Steve Smith
has a new volume out with the
title Leading Like the Swamp Fox:
The Leadership Lessons of Francis
Marion co-authored with Kevin
Dougherty. As Heathley Johnson’s
article illustrates, not only are
many of SCIAA’s publications
available through Scholar
Commons, but those publications
Figure 1: SCIAA Director Adam King. (Photo by James B.
are being downloaded and used for Legg)
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Leading Like the Swamp Fox

The Leadership Lessons of Francis Marion

Kevin Dougherty (Author)
Steven D. Smith (Author)

ISBN:
978-1-63624-115-9
PRICE:
$34.95
IMPRINT:
Casemate
PAGES:
256pp
ILLUSTRATIONS:
10–20 photographs
BINDING:
Hardback
DIMENSIONS:
6 x 9 inches
PUBLICATION DATE:
June 16, 2022
SUBJECTS:
American Revolution
Leadership
Biography & Autobiography

Distributed in North America by
Casemate Publishers
1950 Lawrence Road
Havertown, PA 19083
Tel: 610.853.9131
Fax: 610.853.9146

Key Features:
• Unique assessment of Francis Marion through the application of leadership
principles and distinguishing between what is factually known about Marion and
what is legend or lore.
• Examines eight different leadership categories showing how Marion
demonstrated each one.
• Highly readable with lessons applicable to all.
Francis Marion is certainly the stuff of which legends are made. His nickname “The
Swamp Fox,” bestowed upon him by one of his fiercest enemies, captures his wily
approach to battle. The embellishment of his exploits in Parson Weems’ early
biography make separation of fact from fiction difficult, but certainly represents the
awe, loyalty, and attraction he produced in those around him. His legacy is
enshrined in the fact that more places in the United States have been named after
him than any other soldier of the American Revolution, with the sole exception of
George Washington. Even today’s U.S. Army Rangers include Marion as one of
their formative heroes. Surely much about leadership can be learned from such an
intriguing personality.
Leading like the Swamp Fox: The Leadership Lessons of Francis Marion unlocks
those lessons. Divided into three parts, the book first presents the historical
background and context necessary to appreciate Marion’s situation. The main body
of the book then examines Marion’s leadership across eight categories, with a
number of vignettes demonstrating Marion’s competency. The summary then
captures some conclusions about how leadership impacted the American
Revolution in the South Carolina Lowcountry. An appendix provides some
information about how the reader might explore those physical reminders of
Marion and his exploits that exist today. Readers interested in history or leadership,
or both, will all find something for them in Leading like the Swamp Fox.
About the authors:
Kevin Dougherty is the Assistant Commandant for Leadership Programs at The
Citadel and the author of several books including The Campaigns for Vicksburg,
1862–1863 (Casemate 2011), which illustrates leadership principles through
historical narrative.
Steven D. Smith is a Research Professor at the South Carolina Institute of
Archaeology and Anthropology, University of South Carolina. His has published
extensively on Francis Marion, the most recent being his book, Francis Marion and
the Snow’s Island Community: Myth, History and Archaeology (United Writers
Press, 2021). He is also the co-editor of Partisans, Guerillas, and Irregulars: The
Historical Archaeology of Asymmetric Warfare (University of Alabama Press,
2019).

www.casematepublishers.com

Legacy, Vol. 26, No. 1, August 2022

3

Research

The Search for Stuarts Town
By Chester DePratter

I have been collecting records and articles
relating to Stuarts Town for more than
30 years, and now I finally have time to
mount a search for what remains of this
settlement. Like most residents of South
Carolina, you have probably never heard
of Stuarts Town unless you carefully read
the History of Beaufort County by Larry
Rowland and his co-authors.
Stuarts Town is just a minor blip in
the long, complex history of our state.
The settlement lasted only two years and
its location is not known. There are few
descendants of its colonists living amongst
us, and its residents were Scots and not
Englishmen like those who settled Charles
Town. But in my mind, the story of Stuarts
Town needs to be told and its location
discovered. Otherwise, it will always be a
little-known blip.
Plans for the settlement of Stuarts
Town began when a group of Scots
initiated a search for a new homeland
after being persecuted, and in many cases
imprisoned, for their Presbyterian religion
in Scotland. In 1682, negotiations began
with the Lords Proprietors of Carolina for
territory where these colonists could settle.
Because Carolina was under continuous

Figure 1: Henry Erskine, Lord Cardross.
(National Galleries, Scotland)
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threat of attack by forces from Spanish St.
Augustine, an agreement was reached for
the Scots to settle between Charles Town
and the Savannah River. This territory was
occupied by a number of Indian groups,
including the Ashepoo, Combahee,
Wimbee, Escamacu, and others, but their
land was quickly acquired through treaties
for minimal compensation.
In October 1684, the Scottish colonists
arrived in Charles Town under the
leadership of Henry Erskine, 3rd Lord
Cardross (Figures 1 and 2), and William
Dunlop. By early November, they had
sailed south to establish Stuarts Town,
named after Lord Cardross’s wife’s family,
on Port Royal Island. Just the year before,
in 1683, the Yamasee Indians began
settling Hilton Head and other major
islands around Port Royal Sound after
they fled from Spanish missions on the
Georgia coast being abandoned by Spanish
missionaries and soldiers due to privateer
attacks. The Yamasee and Stuarts Town
colonists soon became allies and friends.
Encouraged by and armed by the Scots,
a group of Yamasee attacked a Spanish
mission in peninsular Florida, killing
many residents and bringing back others
as slaves to be sold in Charles Town and
beyond. In the meantime, construction
of homes, a church, and a fort were
underway at Stuarts Town. Records do
not say just how many houses were built
there, but I believe there could have been
as many as 50 or more. Some houses may
have had cellars. Spanish forces arrived
by ship in August 1686, and they attacked
and burned Stuarts Town in retaliation for
the Yamasee attack on the Florida mission.
Stuarts Town was never reoccupied. The
Scotsmen fled to Charles Town and many
ultimately returned to Scotland. The
Yamasee fled north to the Ashepoo and
Combahee Rivers.

Figure 2: Personal seal of Lord Cardross.
(Courtesy of Charleston Library Society,
Charleston, South Carolina)

I will take a crew to Beaufort the
week of August 8-12, 2022, to search for
remnants of Stuarts Town beneath The
Point, a residential area located to the east
of downtown Beaufort (Figure 3). Previous
speculation on the location of Stuarts
Town has focused on Spanish Point nearly
two miles down the Beaufort River from
my search location, but my reading of
available documents and a contemporary
map suggest that the settlement is beneath
commercial downtown Beaufort and The
Point. We will be digging in The Point,
because it will be much easier to dig
there than beneath downtown Beaufort.
Our plan is to dig at least 250 oversized
shovel tests on private house lots with the
permission of the property owners.
A kickoff ceremony for the project
was held June 6, 2022. The ceremony was
opened by a procession of members of the
St. Andrews Society of the Lowcountry
of South Carolina and a bagpiper, all in
their kilts and garb (Figure 4). About 100
people showed up to hear a welcome
by Master of Ceremonies Phil Cromer,
member of Beaufort’s City Council, and
brief comments by Beaufort’s Mayor
pro tem, Mike McAfee, USC Beaufort
Legacy, Vol. 26, No. 1, August 2022

Figure 5: Dr. Larry Rowland speaking to those assembled in Morrall Park for the kickoff. (SCIAA
photo)

Figure 3: Map of Beaufort, South Carolina,
showing planned search area. (Planning map)

historians Drs. Larry Rowland and Robert
Landrum, SCIAA Director Dr. Adam King,
and a description of the planned project
by me (Figure 5). University of Michigan
PhD candidate, Hannah Hoover, dug
two demonstration shovel tests: one was
in Mayor Stephen Murray’s yard and
the other was in Morrall Park where the
kickoff was held (Figure 6).
The kickoff was quite a success with
several property owners signing up to
allow access to the yards for our shovel
testing. Since then, with the support of
Mayor Stephen Murray and the City of
Beaufort, the search for Stuarts Town has
become an exciting community oriented
and community supported project. We

now have access to nearly 40 parcels of
private property and five city parks for
testing. Local citizens and organizations
have made donations to support the
search, and posters soliciting donations
are displayed in windows of businesses all
along Bay Street in Beaufort, SC.
The Stuarts Town Action Group
(STAG), coordinated by Larry Koolkin,
has assisted this effort in innumerable
ways, and this work would not have
been possible without them (Figure 7). As
an indication of the community interest
they have generated, there was a golf
cart “float” in the Beaufort Water Festival
Parade on July 23, 2022. Members and
friends of STAG filled every seat of the
cart with Larry Koolkin playing the role of
“archaeologist.”
I will be in Beaufort with project codirector Charlie Cobb (Florida Museum
of Natural History) the week of August 8

Figure 4: Bagpiper from Savannah and members of the St. Andrews Society of the Lowcountry,
South Carolina, arriving at the kickoff celebration. (SCIAA photo)
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to 12, 2022. We plan on having a crew of
8 to 10 excavate as many as 250 oversized
shovel tests on the properties to which
we have access. We hope to find a burned
level representing the destruction of
Stuarts Town. During the week we work in
Beaufort, we will have information tables
set up on The Green (courtesy of Beaufort
Open Land Trust) on August 8-9, 2022.
Demonstration shovel test excavations
will also take place on The Green on
those days. On August 10-12, 2022, the
information tables and demonstration
excavations will be located in Morrall
Park. Jim Legg of SCIAA will be present
on August 10 to identify artifacts that have
been collected previously by residents of
The Point. The entire search project will
be filmed by Jamie Koelker of Koelker and
Associates.
STAG has a website that you can visit
at www.stuartstown.com. If you want to
donate to the project which will continue
beyond August 2022 with processing
of artifacts, production of a report, and
a public symposium in February 2023,
on Stuarts Town history, the search, and
Yamasee Indians, please go to City of
Beaufort’s Pride of Place to donate by
check, money order, or credit card. This
QR code (Figure 9) will take you directly to
that website.
This is an initial search project. We are
not assured of finding the burned level we
seek, but there is a slim chance that we will
finally know the location of Stuarts Town,
a location that has been lost for 336 years.
Wish us luck!
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Figure 6: Hannah Hoover excavating demonstration shovel test in Morrall Park with author Dr. Chester DePratter providing commentary and answering
questions. (SCIAA photo)

Figure 7: Members of Stuarts Town Action Group (STAG) meeting on
June 6, 2022, to plan the search and associated events. (Left to right): Dr.
Larry Rowland, Tom Michael, property access coordinator, Phil Cromer,
the author, Chester DePratter, and Larry Koolkin. (SCIAA photo)

Figure 9: QR code for City of Beaufort Pride
of Place website for donations to the Stuarts
Town search project.

Figure 8: The Search for Stuarts Town “float” in the Beaufort Water
Festival Parade. (SCIAA photo)
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Santa Elena Records Processing
By Chester B. DePratter

Excavations at the Charlesfort/Santa
Elena National Historic Landmark on
Parris Island, South Carolina, began in
1979, under the direction of Stanley South
and continued between 1991 and 2007
under the direction of Stanley South and
Chester DePratter. Those excavations
produced nearly 1,000 cubic feet (more
than 750 banker’s boxes) of artifacts.
This large assemblage of artifacts has
been in the process of being reprocessed
(washed, sorted, analyzed, re-bagged, and
catalogued) since late 2014 with funds
provided by the United States Marine
Corps and the State of South Carolina.
Beginning late in 2021, Elena Vories
began working under the direction of Jim
Legg and me to inventory and catalog
all of the records and images relating
to SCIAA archaeological excavations at
Charlesfortt/Santa Elena. This project
took eight weeks and included all types of
records (Figure 1).
Archaeology is destructive, because
it disturbs the context in which artifacts
are found. Because of this, archaeologists

must keep careful records relating to
their excavations in order to preserve as
much relevant information as possible
concerning the features (trash pits, wells,
postholes, fort moats, etc.) excavated and
artifacts recovered. This process involves
making detailed site maps in the field and
completion of forms describing features
before, during, and after excavation. These
written records are supplemented by
photos and slides (now digital images, but
previously all on film) taken to document
the excavation process (Figure 2).
Once field excavations are completed,

field data are compiled into larger maps
showing locations of structures, pits, forts,
and other activity areas. Artifacts are
analyzed with counts and weights at one
time entered on standardized, preprinted
forms but now primarily in digital
spreadsheets. Composite tables of feature
contents are made which can be used to
look at artifact distributions across the site.
In report preparation, detailed site
maps are prepared as are final drawings of
individual features. Photos of artifacts are

Figure 1: Elena Vories at work inventorying Charlesfort/Santa Elena records. (SCIAA photo)
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taken and combined into artifact plates for
publication and use in presentations.
All of this recording of information
in the field, processing and analysis in
the lab, preparation of maps, feature
drawings, and artifact plates for
presentations and publications results
in generation of an abundance of forms,
tables, maps, drawings, slides, and
photographs that must be retained and
curated in perpetuity. This paperwork
and related photographic images are
invaluable in interpreting the excavated
artifacts and producing final reports.

So how many records, maps, and
photos exist for Charlesfort/Santa Elena
excavations? Paper records including field
notes, artifact catalogs, profile drawings,
feature and shovel test forms, etc., total
around 21,700 sheets of paper. Ninety-six
field maps not included in paper records
cover 336 square feet. One hundred and
thirty-four maps prepared for reports
total 710 square feet. Photographic records
include 1602 images taken with a 4 x 5”
camera and 2,474 taken with a 35mm
camera. There are 5,582 35mm slides in the
collection (Figures 3 and 4).
Elena’s work provided the inventory
needed to plan the next step of copying
and properly storing those records. The
U. S. Marine Corps on Parris Island has
already provided additional funds to
complete the processing of slides and
photographs prior to scanning and
digitization. That work will be completed
by late fall of 2022. After that, we hope
to acquire additional funding to scan all
photographic images and to make hard
copies (on acid free paper) and digital
copies of the rest of the records produced
during archaeological work at Charlesfort/
Santa Elena National Historic landmark.
Print copies of these records will be
housed in acid free storage conditions and
images will be scanned and digitized so
that these important records can be stored
and consulted in perpetuity.
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Figure 2: Paper records for 38BU162R-217, a Spanish feature. (SCIAA photo)

Figure 3: Records from Charlesfort/Santa Elena showing current storage in file cabinets and map
cases. (SCIAA photo)

Figure 4: Contents of file drawer containing paper field records. (SCIAA
photo)
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SCIAA Publications Online at Scholar Commons
By Heathley A. Johnson

One of the more important aspects of
archaeological research is reporting on
the work done and what was learned.
This usually takes the form of stand-alone
reports, articles in professional journals,
books or book chapters, oral presentations,
or other similar avenues. However, even
when published, it has traditionally
been difficult for a widespread audience
to access the work (more so for some
publication types than others). With
the rise of the internet and academic
institutions hosting online repositories of
printed works, it is now easier than ever
for both professional archaeologists and
the interested public to gain access to these
materials.
Scholar Commons is the repository
for the preservation and dissemination
of research by the University of South
Carolina; most works can be directly
downloaded from the site in PDF format,
while others may have links to outside
repositories. In 2011, SCIAA began to
digitize and post the works of past and
present SCIAA researchers to Scholar
Commons. This included works such as
The Notebook, Research Manuscript Series,
Legacy, archaeology month posters, staff

publications, and everything else that
has ever been published by SCIAA. To
date, 871 SCIAA publications have been
posted to Scholar Commons, and these
publications have been downloaded a total
of 318,374 times since 2011.
Scholar Commons also has some useful
tools (accessible only by administrators)
that allows for some interesting insights
to be gained about the “who, what,
where, and when” of downloads. For
example, there have been downloads from
196 different countries. The USA tops
that list with 191,152 downloads, while

Mauritania rounds out the bottom with a
single download. The Research Manuscript
Series is the most downloaded group
each month, with an average of around
1,500 downloads. Users accessing Scholar
Commons through educational institutions
account for 44% of the total downloads,
followed by commercial institutions
at 35%, government at 12%, with the
remainder coming from organizations, the
military, and libraries.
Looking at the download statistics
of individual publications can also be
informative. For example, the most
downloaded SCIAA publication is the

Archaeology Month poster from 2015 on
the Yamasee War. This poster has been
downloaded 9,399 times since it was
posted on Scholar Commons in March
2016. The vast majority of the downloads
are from educational institutions in the
USA. Figure 1 shows a graph of these
downloads over time. What is interesting
is that for each year since 2017, there is
an increasing spike in downloads during
the months of September and October.
Given the time period of this spike in
downloads and the other statistics, it is
safe to conclude that the Yamasee War

poster, which includes informative text on
the reverse, is being used as educational
material at the beginning of each school
year.
As research is published, it will
be posted to Scholar Commons for all
to access, read, and enjoy. You may
reach SCIAA’s main page on Scholar
Commons by following the link: https://
scholarcommons.sc.edu/archanth/ and
then selecting from the available list of
subcategories. Future issues of Legacy
will contain a brief sidebar highlighting
activity on Scholar Commons. Thank you
for reading!

Figure 1: Graph showing the monthly downloads for the 2015 Archaeology Month poster “The Yamasee War: 1715-1717”. (SCIAA graph by Heathley
A. Johnson)
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Demonstrating Occupational Transitions on the Lower
Savannah River Drainage through Private Collections in
South Carolina

By Joseph Lindler Jr,. Albert C. Goodyear, Christopher R. Moore, Brian Banks, Haley Borowy, Reece Spradley, and
Anna Mueller
One of the key elements in determining the
age and story of an artifact from its context
is within a site. Many archaeologists have
great concern in seeing artifacts removed
from their context due to the loss of
associated information. Because of this,

surface collections are often overlooked
by the field of archaeology or are viewed
with skepticism. Yet, surface collections
still offer valuable data to researchers
that might not otherwise be obtained
from typical excavations. Without surface

Figure 1: Projectile Point Sequence created by Dr. Christopher Moore. (SCIAA photo)
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collections, many of the point typologies
established for the Southeast would not
be as defined as they currently are, and
we would not have guidelines for what to
expect within our given area of research.
We can then use these established
typologies as a standard regional baseline
to review private collections. Two such
collections from the Lower Savannah
River basin were examined using the
established projectile point typology for

South Carolina created by Tommy Charles
and Christopher Moore (2017). The data
compiled by Charles and Moore could not
have been possible without the assistance
of private collectors across the state of
South Carolina, which allows us to better
understand the frequency of the many
point types that are so commonly found
here.
The Johnny Causey collection from
Hampton County and the recently
acquired William F. Barnes collection from
Allendale and Hampton Counties, in South
Carolina are large private collections.
These two combined represent 9,400
artifacts collected within well-documented
areas near the Allendale Chert Quarries
of South Carolina (Goodyear and Charles
1984). They give us a unique view of
the occupational history of the region
outside of the quarries themselves. Of the
combined 9,400 artifacts, 5,764 (61.32%)
were selected to represent the major tool/
projectile point types of South Carolina
along the Lower Savannah River. These
point types range in age from the PreClovis Period (Pre-13,000 BP) through the
Mississippian Period (AD 900 to 1500 AD),
representing diagnostics from each period
prior to European colonialism in South
Carolina (Moore 2017) (Figure 1).
Both artifact collections consist of over
95% Coastal Plain Chert (CPC) which
likely was obtained from the nearby
quarries of Allendale County like the Big
Legacy, Vol. 26, No. 1, August 2022

(Figure 3). Of the 5,264 artifacts recorded
at the time, 3,626 (or 68.88%) artifacts
were used in the present study to identify
frequency of occupation based on period
associated tools. (Figure 4).

The Barnes Collection

Figure 2: (From Left to right): Dr. Albert Goodyear, LaClair Laffite, Mary Ann Sowell, Johnny Causey
(front), and Dr. Christopher Moore. (SCIAA photo)

Pine Tree (38AL143) and Topper (38AL23)
sites. While some raw materials were of
non-local origin, they mainly consisted
of both quartz and metavolcanics that
are known to occur in the upstate of the
Carolinas. Notably, there was an extremely
small amount of Black Mingo Chert
which is likely from the confluence of the
Wateree and Congaree Rivers, as well as
orthoquartzite which is known to form
on the Lower Santee River (Charles and
Moore 2017).

reviewed and updated this collection
thoroughly, not only to get an accurate
assessment for research, but to assist
the Hampton County Historical Society
in their exhibit of the Causey collection

The William F. Barnes Collection was
also documented by Tommy Charles
during the SC Collectors Survey. In the
Fall of 2021, Mrs. Ann Wilson, daughter
of William Barnes, decided to donate her
father’s projectile points to the University
of South Carolina for curation. Containing
just over 4,100 artifacts, it was collected
from a 1,000-acre tract of family land that
was aptly named Arrowhead Plantation.
This tract overlaps with Allendale and
Hampton Counties near the town of
Fairfax, South Carolina.
After the collection was donated,
Mrs. Wilson made a generous donation
to help properly record and curate the

The Causey Collection

The Johnny Causey Collection was first
documented by Tommy Charles in the
1980s as part of his well-known South
Carolina Collectors Survey. This collection
is both extensive, complete, and welldocumented. With a count of just over
5,200 artifacts collected in Allendale,
Hampton, and Jasper Counties—the bulk
of which were likely collected around
his house in the town of Garnett, South
Carolina—Causey’s collection was
immensely important to the SC Collectors
Survey (Figure 2). It contains artifacts
that range in age from Pre-Clovis through
to the historic era, with many being
identified as definitive point types known
in the state. A portion of this collection
is currently on display at the Hampton
County Museum open to the public.
From 2015 to 2017, Christopher Moore,
Mark Brooks, and Albert Goodyear
Legacy, Vol. 26, No. 1, August 2022

Figure 3: Area collected by Johnny Causey. (SCIAA photo)
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Figure 4: Causey collection breakdown. (SCIAA photo)

artifacts for study by students at the
University of South Carolina. Using these
funds, Dr. Albert Goodyear hired Anna
Mueller, Haley Borowy, and Brian Banks
as lab assistants with the Southeastern
Paleoamerican Survey (SEPAS) to catalog
and curate all of the artifacts. (Figure 5).
Under the instruction of Lab Manager
Joseph (JJ) Lindler and assistant Reece
Spradley, the newly hired assistants
learned how to properly curate artifacts, as
well as how to identify chipped stone tools
that are known in the archaeological record
of South Carolina (Goodyear and Lindler
2021). Of the 4,136 artifacts recorded, 2,138
points (51.69%) were used in this study to
identify frequency of occupation based on
period associated tools. (Figure 6).
Additionally, while not included in this
project, a large collection of indigenous
ceramics was also donated as part of the
William F. Barnes collection from the
same property. It is our goal in the future
to methodically sort the sherds from this
collection to get an accurate look into the
sequence of indigenous ceramics on the
Lower Savannah River in South Carolina.

recovered in these collections show us
what appear to be several transitional
periods in the occupation of the region.
That resulted in a substantial decrease in
frequency followed by a noted increase
of a different culture (Figure 7). The
Early Archaic transition of Side-Notched
to Corner-Notched to Kirk Stemmed
proposed by Goodyear et al. (2019) is
clearly demonstrated with a slightly
greater occupation of Kirk/CornerNotched points over Taylor/Side-Notched
points, followed by a significant decrease
in the frequency of Kirk Stemmed points
(Figure 8).
Interestingly, the two collections
showcase that the frequency of both
McCorkle bifurcates and Stanly points,
representing the Late Early Archaic/Early

Middle Archaic, is almost non-existent
for the area. This was also found to be
the case for the COWASEE drainage
Basin in Central South Carolina, which
found minimal frequency of these points
in the region and stands to support the
idea that these projectile point types are
rarely found in the southern corner of
South Carolina (Goodyear 2014). This
substantial decrease in point frequency
followed by the intense occurrence of
Morrow Mountain points, seems to
demonstrate that the region was largely
underpopulated for the time, if not
abandoned entirely until the arrival of the
Morrow Mountain culture.
Similarly, following the Morrow
Mountain culture, we again see a dip in
the frequency of both Guilford and Brier
Creek Lanceolate points that is followed by
a substantial increase in MALA (Allendale)
points. This is possibly suggesting a semiabandonment of the region followed by
an intense population increase of a more
dominant culture. This is again possibly
shown later by a decreased frequency with
the Elora/Abbey/South Prong culture(s)
immediately following the MALA
(Allendale) occupation.
Progressing further into the Late
Archaic, we are able to determine
that there was a significant increase

Discussion

The careful analysis of projectile points
from these two well documented
collections has allowed us to get a more
accurate view of the occupational history
of the Lower Savannah River drainage.
These findings are a record of relatively
large areas in the Allendale and Hampton
Counties and are more representative
of the mobility range of the prehistoric
peoples not possible from a single site.
The frequencies revealed by the artifacts
12

Figure 5: SEPAS Lab Crew (from Left to right) JJ Lindler, Reece Spradley, Brian Banks, Haley
Borowy, and Anna Mueller. (SCIAA photo)
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we can synthesize the history of an entire
region rather than one site at a time.
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of Savannah River points following
the Elora/Abbey/South Prong points.
Curiously, the frequency of projectile
points towards the end of the Late Archaic
and during Woodland period decreases
significantly, though it does appear to
remain consistent for the duration of
the Woodland period. Although the
frequency of projectile points during the
Woodland period is fairly consistent,
one would assume that the change from
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periods of decreased point frequency may
be the beginning of our understanding of
the occupational history for the entirety of
the region through the concept of possible
regional abandonment (Figure 9). Future
research should include more than two
well-documented collections for a larger
sample and more accurate understanding
of the wider region as a whole. Meanwhile,
excavations may reveal more about
lifeway changes related to increased
sedentism, climatic change, population
fluctuations, or other factors to explain
periodic regional abandonment.
Artifacts in private collections, while
predominantly surface finds without much
stratigraphic context, still offer us some
insights into the past. As collectors become
more willing to work with archaeologists
and archaeologists develop confidence in
the provenience of finds within collections,
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Ellison Plantation Field School March 2022
By Charles Leedecker (SCIAA Research Affiliate / ART Board Member)
A one-week field school was completed at
the William Ellison Plantation in Sumter
County during March 2022. Located in the
Stateburg Historic District, the property is
also known as the Stephen Miller House.
The field school was designed to introduce
African-American students enrolled at
South Carolina State University in Orangeburg, SC to archaeology by focusing on a
property associated with William Ellison,
a free black who established a gin shop

in Stateburg and rose to become one of
the wealthiest men in South Carolina in
the 1830s-1960s. The field school was the
culmination of planning efforts that began
in 2021 (see Legacy Vol. 25, No. 1, August
2021) and continued with an intensive
documentary study (Leedecker 2021).
Born into slavery, Ellison served a 14year apprenticeship as a gin-maker under
William McCreight of Fairfield, South Carolina. By doing extra work, Ellison earned

Figure 1: William Ellison’s shop lot. Detail of survey made for Sumter County Probate Court in 1871).
(Brown 1871)
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enough to purchase his own freedom and
establish himself as an independent ginmaker. After gaining his freedom in 1816,
Ellison moved to Sumter County and settled in a community of the Sumter Turks.
He soon acquired a one-acre lot in Stateburg where he built his gin shop in 1822.
Ellison’s financial fortunes expanded with
the rapid growth of the cotton economy so
that he was able to acquire more property
to accommodate his growing family. Ellison added to his holdings in 1835 with
the purchase of 54.5 acres, of which one
parcel included the house of Stephen D.
Miller, a prominent South Carolina politician who served as a state legislator and
later became South Carolina Governor
(1828-1830) and a U.S. Senator (1831-1833).
Ellison died in 1861, leaving an estate that
put him among the wealthiest of all South
Carolinians at the time. His land holdings
included 900 acres, but the greater part of
his wealth was a population of enslaved
persons. The 60 enslaved persons enumerated in his estate far exceeded the value of
his land and improvements such as houses, outbuildings, the gin shop, machinery,
and tools. Ellison family descendants and
their families continued to live in Stateburg until the early 1920s.
The plantation house passed out of
family ownership in 1923 when it was acquired by Mary Virginia Saunders White,
who at that time owned the nearby Borough House and was engaged in a major
restoration campaign (Broadwell 2010).
We are fortunate to have a comprehensive
scholarly account of William Ellison’s extraordinary life in a book by Michael Johnson and James Roark (1984). In a scene that
could have been written in Hollywood, a
cache of letters written by members of the
Ellison family were found in 1923 by three
sisters who were playing under the house
where William Ellison lived from 1835
until his death in 1861. The letters were in
a box that had been covered by a gin saw–
–a sort of time capsule, although it may
not have been intended as such. The girls
15

Figure 2: Field school students excavating at the Ellison Plantation. (Left to right): Derina Webber,
Serenity Graham, Eniah Dillard. (SCIAA photo by Charles Leedecker)

were daughters of Lewis Leffelman, who
was living in Ellison’s former house while
overseeing forest restoration work for
Mary Virginia Saunders White. Most of the
letters were written by Ellison’s son-in-law,
James M. Johnson, and addressed to Henry
Ellison, William Ellison’s oldest son. Many
were written between November 1859 and
December 1860, a time of intensifying racial hostility on the part of whites against
free blacks. As such, the letters give us a
first-person view of these difficult times in
the history of South Carolina and the nation at large.
We also have much information about
the landscape associated with Ellison,
16

owing to a lawsuit filed after his death.
Seeking to gain has share of the estate, Ellison’s grandson John Buckner sued his
uncles William and Henry (sons of William
Ellison, Sr.) in probate court. As a result,
detailed surveys were made to enable the
court-ordered partitioning of Ellison’s
property. The economic core of the estate
was the shop lot, a six-acre tract that contained Ellison’s gin shop, a blacksmith
shop, and a storehouse (Figure 1).
As the 2022 program was designed as
a short-term field school, the field investigation focused on a small backyard area
of the plantation house that would allow
instruction in shovel testing and test unit

excavation. A walkover of the site with the
current owner established the property
boundaries and the location of subsurface
drain lines, a lawn irrigation system, and a
septic drain field. Within those constraints,
a 10 x 10-meter area was staked out for
a geophysical survey. The geophysical
survey, conducted by State Archaeologist
Jonathan Leader, revealed a pair of anomalies, best described as a “hot spot” and a
“cold spot,” based on the color rendering.
Systematic shovel testing covered the same
area, supplemented by some judgmentally placed tests to probe the geophysical
anomalies and to investigate a more remote area of the property. The final days of
the field school focused on excavation of a
5 x 5-foot test unit (Figure 2).
The shovel test profiles revealed evidence of grading or other landscape modification. One test contained a purple clay,
a color unknown in the standard Munsell
Soil Color chart; roughly comparable to
dark red or dusky red, this clay may have
come from a deep context at the base of
the well shaft, a speculation supported by
the proximity of a well house. Shovel tests
placed near the hot spot and cold spot on
the geophysical survey did not reveal anything that might explain these anomalies.
The excavations produced a total of
935 artifacts (Table 1). In terms of raw
material, glass dominated the collection,
accounting for nearly half of the collection
when combining, bottle, lighting, tableware, and window glass. Architectural
material accounted for roughly one-third
of the collection. Whiteware, creamware,
and pearlware together accounted for the
majority of the ceramic assemblage, along
with various soft-paste porcelains and
stonewares. Few of the ceramics were decorated; the most common decorations were
blue shell-edged and blue transfer-printed.
Owing to the highly fragmented nature of
the collection, vessel forms were generally
unrecognizable. Some sherds were discolored from burning; others were apparently
heat-spalled.
The non-architectural glass assemblage
is also highly fragmented, preventing even
a broad classification into such as containers (bottles, jars, vials etc.), tableware or
Legacy, Vol. 26, No. 1, August 2022

While the field investigation did not
result in any discoveries that would illuminate the life of William Ellison, the project
was rewarding in other ways. Students
gained exposure to a new field of study
and had an enjoyable hands-on experience
in archaeology. What better way to spend
Spring Break!
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Figure 3: Floride McCoy, Dr. Allison McLetchie, and Grainger McCoy. (Photo by Charles Leedecker)

lighting related artifacts. A few notable
container forms include: a dark olive-green
neck from a wine/liquor bottle (pre-1860);
sherds from a Coca Cola bottle (1894-present) and a Pepsi Cola bottle (1896-present);
a milk glass fruit jar lid (1890-present); and
a bottle base with a Hazel Atlas embossment (1902-1964). Identifiable tableware includes: a leaded glass stemware fragment
and 10 sherds of a colorless, fluted pitcher
or vase. Lighting related items include
eight lamp chimney fragments, dating to
the age of kerosene (generally post-1875).
Architectural items consist primarily of
nails and other fasteners, along with brick,
mortar, and window glass. The test unit
contained a deposit of synthetic floor covering, a material not manufactured prior
to 1860.
The collection seems to reflect the
property’s long occupation that began in
Legacy, Vol. 26, No. 1, August 2022

the late 18th century, but some of the artifacts could be associated with the Ellison
household. Creamware and pearlware
ceramics could be associated with the William Murrell (1796-1803), John Richardson
(1803-1816) or Stephen Miller (1816-1835)
periods of ownership that pre-dated William Ellison’s occupation of the property.
Much of the material was deposited after
William Ellison’s death: amber and colorless bottle glass; synthetic floor covering;
wire nails; milk glass fruit jar lids; Pepsi
Cola and Coca Cola bottles; and a 3M cellophane tape spool. Trash burning is indicated by heat spalling and discoloration of
some of the ceramics. The large number of
nails, along with concentrations of flooring
material, suggests episodic deposition during a renovation campaign, particularly
as documented in the 1960s when Martha
Wells White owned the property.

Many individuals and organizations
participated in and supported the project.
Floride and Grainger McCoy (Figure 3),
the current property owners, were most
gracious. Hospitable and enthusiastic
in hosting the project, they generously
shared their intimate knowledge of the
house and its associated grounds. Planning
and development of the project emerged
from a group comprised of individuals
from the South Carolina Institute of
Archaeology and Anthropology (SCIAA),
including ART board members of SCIAA’s
Archaeological Research Trust (ART):
Bill Bridges, Walter Curry, Adam King,
Jonathan Leader, Nena Powell Rice,
Steven Smith, and Charles Leedecker.
Alison McLetchie’s addition to the original
group provided an important boost to the
student outreach effort; she publicized the
project and encouraged her own students
from South Carolina State University, as
well as students from other HBCUs, to
participate in the field school. The student
participants were Eniah Dillard (South
Carolina State University), along with
Serenity Graham and Derina Webber
(Voorhees University). In addition to
project planning, Jonathan Leader also
conducted a geophysical survey of the site.
SCIAA staff archaeologist John Fisher also
assisted with the logistics for the project.
New South Associates and the South
Carolina Department of Natural Resources
loaned field equipment.
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Table 1: Composition of Artifact Assemblage
Artifact Class
Count
Ceramics
154
Glass
Container (bottle, vial, jar, etc)
41
Lighting
8
Tableware
11
Unidentifiable form
332
Architectural
Brick, Mortar, Drain Pipe
24
Fasteners (nails, staples, screws, etc.)
180
Window Glass
46
Synthetic Floor Covering
80
Arms
2
Clothing
1
Miscellaneous Hardware
28
Faunal (oyster & bone)
3
Prehistoric Lithic
1
Unidentifable metal, rubber, plastic, etc.
22
Total
935
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Figure 4. Cotton Gin believed to have been built by William Ellison, located in the Borough House
weaving shed, Stateburg, SC. (Photo by the Historic American Buildings Survey)
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The “Indian Fields” of the Mackay Point Plantation
By Hannah Hoover, SCIAA Research Affiliate
Colonial surveyors created stunning maps
of the natural landscapes of the Carolinas
during the 17th and 18th centuries. They
frequently recorded cultural features as
well, including Native American towns,
homesteads, mounds, roads, and bridges
that dotted the coasts, waterways, and
interiors of the Southeast. Some maps also
recorded more ambiguous features: ‘Old
Towns’, ‘Indian Old Towns’, ‘Old Fields’,
and ‘Indian Old Fields.’ Old Fields were
common nomenclature for land formerly
cleared for settlement and cultivation.
In some instances, “Indian” qualified
Old Field or Town to denote known or
assumed use by Native peoples. A 1761
account by South Carolina Governor James
Glenn illustrates what colonial surveyors

may have observed when drawing “Indian
Old Fields” and their boundaries:
There are dispersed up and down the country
several large Indian old fields, which are lands
that have been cleared by the Indians, and now
remain just as they left them. There arise in
many places, fine savannahs, or wide extended
plains, which do not produce any trees; these
are a kind of natural lawns, and some of them
as beautiful as those made by art.
The common appearance of such
markers on regional maps, property
plats, and town memorials affirms
that Europeans encountered a rich and
intricately constructed Native world
in North America. Importantly, settlers

Figure 1: Unauthored historic map, likely drawn in the 1730s, illustrated with “Indian Fields” on
Mackay Point. (SCIAA)
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sought out these places. Native modified
landscapes and associated infrastructure
like boat landings and roads made for
quickly productive farmland in the
emerging plantation economy of South
Carolina. Settlers enacted a range of tactics
to dispossess Native peoples of these
lands, including acts of terror, unmanaged
cattle grazing, and coercive treaties.
Cartographical dispossession was another
such strategy, whereby maps were altered
or redrawn so that known Native places
were erased, anonymized, or applied to
new Euromerican settlements. While these
are common examples of colonialism in
North America, cartographic markers like
“Indian Field” provide a valuable tool
for reconnecting the histories of Native
settlement and landscape use in colonial
South Carolina.
This article briefly details the results
of a landscape-scale survey of the “Indian
Fields” of the Mackay Point Plantation in
the South Carolina Lowcountry. Mackay
Point is a peninsula located at the head of
the Broad River and bound by the Tulifiny
and Pocotaligo rivers in Jasper County,
South Carolina. More than 7,000 acres of
the southernmost portion of the peninsula
is currently maintained as a private
hunting preserve by the property owners.
Historically, this property contained as
many as five plantations and was a key
landing for Union forces in the 1862
Battle of Pocotaligo. Historic signatures
of property lines, related structures, and
agricultural infrastructure are extant on
the property as are two active family
cemeteries.
Archaeological interest in Mackay
Point began in the 1990s, with the archival
discovery of an unauthored historic map
that was likely drawn in the 1730s by
surveyors aiding the sale of these lands
following the Yamasee War. The map
depicts expansive “Indian Fields” on
Mackay Point and nearby Hall Island
(Figure 1). In 1991, a small area of these
fields was surveyed by Chester DePratter
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Figure 2: Map showing Yamasee towns in the Port Royal Sound, ca. 1691-1715. (SCIAA)

and David McKivergan as part of the
Yamasee Archaeology Project, which
sought to archaeologically locate Yamasee
towns depicted on historic plat maps. The
Mackay Point Plantation Boat Landing
site (38JA200) was revisited in 2002 by
Alex Sweeney for his master’s thesis at
the University of South Carolina, where
he expanded upon their findings. In
both instances, artifacts like Altamaha
series ceramics and European trade items
established a clear Yamasee component,
but site boundaries were largely
undefined, and no undisturbed cultural
features were identified.
Since 2003, the Mackay Point
Plantation Boat Landing site has been
argued to be Pocotaligo, an early 18th
century primary town of the Yamasee.
The Yamasee were a broadly multiethnic
and diasporic community who settled
in the Port Royal Sound after decades of
episodic migration, shifting Native and
European alliances, and expanding group
membership. From 1691-1715, Yamasees
lived in 10 settlements, separated spatially
into Upper and Lower towns that likely
reflected disparate ancestral origins
(Figure 2). The Yamasee are perhaps most
well known in popular history for their
prominence in the Indian slave and fur
20

trades and their instigation of the pantribal
Yamasee War against the British that vastly
reconfigured the geopolitical landscape of
the Southeast. The war erupted in April
1715 at Pocotaligo with the murdering

of several South Carolinian traders and
then spread quickly into every corner of
the colony. Historians have long debated
the causes of the war, but rarely has
scholarship grappled with the complexity
of who the Yamasee were, or the diverse
decisions Upper and Lower towns made
as they sought to create and then defend
a permanent homeland in the Port Royal
Sound during the two decades leading up
to the start of the war. The “Indian Fields”
of Mackay Point and their association with
Pocotaligo provide valuable insight into
Yamasee daily life, land management, and
sociopolitical ties between Yamasee towns
and the Carolinians.
As part of my dissertation, multimethods fieldwork at Mackay Point
commenced in June 2021 with three
primary goals: to (1) further define
the materiality of Yamasee occupation
on the peninsula; (2) reevaluate the
archaeological boundaries of the Boat
Landing site established in 2003; and
(3) document other habitation sites on
Mackay Point. This work extended beyond
the Boat Landing site to investigate the

Figure 3: History of archaeological research at the Mackay Point Plantation Boat
Landing site (38JA200). (SCIAA)
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Figure 4: Extent of landscape-scale survey of the “Indian Fields” of Mackay Point. (SCIAA)

entirety (450 acres) of the “Indian Fields”
drawn on the historic map to assess its
relationship with the known Yamasee

Figure 5: Example of an excavated shovel test
pit. (Photo by Hannah Hoover)
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component (Figure 3). Over the course of
several months and with the assistance
of numerous volunteers, the surface of 26
small-plowed fields were surveyed and
764 test pits (50 x 50 centimeters square
shovel tests) were excavated to subsoil
(Figures 4-7). Approximately 70% of the
test pits contained cultural materials,
amounting to over 6,000 artifacts. Four
archaeological components are the most
evident based on ceramic types: Early
Woodland (Refuge, 1000-600 BC), Middle
Woodland (Deptford, 600 BC-AD 500),
early Historic (Altamaha), and 19th century
plantation (annularware and whiteware).
Evidence of Yamasee occupation was
found in approximately 12% of test pits
and included artifacts like Altamaha series
ceramics of varying surface treatment
and decoration (e.g., line-block, simple
stamped, red-filmed), glass seed beads,
and kaolin pipe fragments.

Despite the expanse of the “Indian
Fields” shown on the historic map,
Yamasee occupation is only evident along
the Pocotaligo River within a large 90-acre
area. The site boundaries encompass what
were likely three locations suitable for boat
landings and several bluffs from which the
mouth of the Broad River and Hall Island
are visible. Yamasee towns are thought to
be internally dispersed, with more than 70
yards separating six household structures
excavated at Altamaha, the primary town
of the Lower Yamasees. A British census
taken on the eve of the Yamasee War
recorded 1,215 Yamasees living in the Port
Royal Sound. Spread across ten towns, it
is unlikely that the Yamasees at Pocotaligo
lived within the entirety of the “Indian
Fields” given their large area. One working
hypothesis is that these fields represent
the outcome of controlled burning for
some combination of habitation and land
cultivation for plant foods and the hunting
of wildlife along forest edges. Likewise,
the areas between Yamasee households
were likely used for a variety of everyday
purposes, including as gardens, a practice
known from other Southeastern Native
communities. To further test these possible
uses, environmental specimens (e.g. pollen
and phytoliths) will be collected and
analyzed.

Figure 6: Hannah Hoover holding several
artifacts recovered during surface survey.
(SCIAA photo)
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A new phase of fieldwork at Mackay
Point is ongoing. A suite of geophysical
techniques was recently completed within
the expanded bounds of the Boat Landing
site. In July 2022, a team of volunteers
excavated several units (2 x 2 meters and 3
x 3 meters) to sample features of Yamasee
daily life, like households and trash pits.
Ultimately, this information will be joined
with extant data from other Yamasee sites
in the Port Royal Sound to build a more
comprehensive understanding of Yamasee
life within and across towns in the years
before the Yamasee War.
To date, investigations of the “Indian
Fields” of Mackay Point have uncovered
far more than Yamasee material culture.
More than 5,000 years of history can be
narrated from recovered artifacts and
cultural features like shell middens,
Native and Euroamerican ceramics,
stone tools, trade beads, irrigation dykes,
and rice fields (Figures 9-10). This work
illustrates the longstanding Native use
and occupation of this landscape as well
as the region’s enduring legacy of slavery
that is so frequently overlooked on former
plantation properties.
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Figure 7: Aerial image of 38JA200 and the Pocotaligo River.
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Figure 8: Chester DePratter with a Kirk Corner Notched projectile point. (Photo by Hannah Hoover)

Figure 9: Isabel Matias holding a Deptford check-stamped sherd. (Photo by
Hannah Hoover)
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Figure 10: Ellie Janssen excavating a historic feature. (Photo by Hannah
Hoover)
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Savannah River Archaeology

Treadway: An Early 19th Century Meeting House in the
South Carolina Backcounty
By Brian Milner and Keith Stephenson

The Backcountry of colonial South Carolina, renowned for its frontier lawlessness,
was targeted by protestant evangelists following the Great Awakening in the 1740s.
By the late 18th century, itinerate preachers
were establishing churches throughout the
region. The Treadway church was one of
these founded about 1790 and is the only
known Baptist meetinghouse site subjected
to archaeological research in the state. Described as a plain, Federal-style structure,
few artifacts, besides nails, were recovered
during investigations. The structure’s location was revealed during a systematic metal detector survey. The Treadway meetinghouse was situated in lower Aiken County,
SCwhich, prior to 1871, formed a portion
of the Barnwell District (Figure 1).
Histories of rural churches indicate
that they did not begin fully developed.
Rather, they formed gradually with
community residents holding meetings
that over time culminated in a formal
body of worship. Initially, services would

be held outdoors in the open or beneath
traditional brush arbors until land was
donated or otherwise acquired to construct
a conventional meetinghouse. This
scenario quite likely illustrates the origins
of the Treadway Baptist Church around
1790 in the Barnwell District of South
Carolina. Property records show that
land holder Elijah Treadway conveyed a
four-acre tract situated along the western
margin of Upper Three Runs in 1810 for
the purpose a meetinghouse. Though the
land was obtained by the church trustees
in 1810, we turn toward both documentary
and archaeological evidence to determine
when the meetinghouse was constructed.
The meetinghouse location for the
Treadway Baptist Church was first
documented on the Barnwell District
map in the Mills Atlas of 1825. Slightly
earlier versions of the Barnwell District
map, however, do not show its presence.
The project resulting in the illustrious
Mills Atlas began in 1815 when the South

Figure 1: South Carolina showing location of the Treadway Meetinghouse site in Aiken County.
(SCIAA photo)
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Carolina General Assembly initiated a
state-wide civil works project to improve
public infrastructure, which included
a detailed survey of each of the state’s
judicial districts. John Wilson, the Civil
and Military Engineer of South Carolina,
was given the responsibility of supervising
22 of the state’s leading surveyors tasked
with surveying its 28 districts. Deputy
Surveyor Thomas Anderson surveyed
the Barnwell District for this project.
Although his final map noted the locations
of meetinghouses across the district, it
did not show a meetinghouse in the area
of Upper Three Runs near the Treadway
property (Figure 2). By 1822, the various
district maps drawn by Anderson and
the other surveyors had been revised and
assembled into a map of South Carolina by
John Wilson. His map also shows meeting
houses located throughout the state,
but not in the area of Upper Three Runs
between the Treadway and Weathersby
bridges (Figure 3).
In 1819, the South Carolina General
Assembly created a five-member Board
of Public Works to oversee a state-wide
infrastructural improvement project.
The renowned architect, Robert Mills,
was selected to serve on the Board and
tasked with the design and construction of
public buildings. In 1822, Mills petitioned
the South Carolina General Assembly
for a contract to produce a state atlas
of standardized district maps. Three
years later his Atlas of the State of South
Carolina was published. Mills updated
each of the 28 district maps by adding
structures and other features not present
during the original surveys. On the
Barnwell District map, Mills documents
a meetinghouse situated approximately a
quarter of a mile south of the E. Treadway
home site (Figure 4). This is the first
Legacy, Vol. 26, No. 1, August 2022

Figure 2: Thomas Anderson’s 1818 map of the Barnwell District showing locations of Elijah Treadway’s house and Weathersby’s bridge. (Mills Atlas)

documented reference to a meetinghouse
structure at the location. The church
continued using this same structure in
this location until December 1926 when it
burned down.
In 2018, staff of the Savannah River
Archaeological Research Program with the
South Carolina Institute of Archaeology
and Anthropology conducted a metal
detector survey in an area considered to be
the location of the Treadway meetinghouse
as shown on Mills’ atlas. The U.S. Forestry
Service had cleared the survey area of
small undergrowth using a forestry
mulcher. A control grid of 10-meter block
areas was staked out across the project
site. Each 10-meter area was methodically
searched with metal detectors, and the
location of each metal “hit” was pinflagged. Each flag’s position was recorded
using a total station so that it’s exact point
could be located on the site grid. The
metal detector survey resulted in a total of
564 “hits.” To recover the metal artifacts,
shovel test pits 50 x 50 centimeters in size
were excavated at the location of each
metal detector “hit” through the topsoil
to a depth of 25 or 30 centimeters below
surface. The metal detector survey resulted
in the recovery of 392 nails scattered across
the small landform.
During the survey one location
stood out within the overall survey area.
Stretching from North 865 to North
893 and East 978 to East 993, a metal
Legacy, Vol. 26, No. 1, August 2022

concentration returned such numerous
“hits” that it was impossible to distinguish
individual “hits,” and shovel test pits
were useless for the recovery of single
metal objects. Instead, we decided to
investigate this metal concentration with
test unit excavations. Altogether, 29 units,
1 x 1 meter in size, were laid out to form
trenches that would bisect the large metal
concentration on a vertical and horizontal
axis. A total of 615 cut nails were recovered
from the test units, which accounted for
64.19% of the overall artifacts recovered.

The largest proportion of artifacts
recovered from both shovel test pit and test
unit excavations were nails. Naturally they
became the focus of our investigation for
the location of the Treadway meetinghouse
structure. After a dry-brush cleaning,
all nails were identified as wrought, cut,
or wire. Then each was subjected to a
detailed analysis using the following
attributes if applicable: Head Shape, Head
Manufacture, Point Shape, Length, Penny
Weight, Condition (Pulled, Clinched,
and Unaltered), Burned, Manufacturing
Method, Direction of Grain, Burr, Pinch,
Shaft Taper, and Shape of Shaft.
As nails made up most of the historic
artifacts recovered at the Treadway site,
their ability to help determine the time of
construction was essential. For this, we
employed the nail chronology developed
by Tom Wells in his 1998 article titled,
Nail Chronology: The Use of Technologically
Derived Features. Wells’ chronology uses
nine diagnostic features of nails to assign
them to one of 12 Types, with each type
relating to a specific range of time. The
first feature is the kind of metal used:
iron or steel. The second feature is the
manufacturing method of the nail shaft.
The nail shaft can be wrought by hand or
cut from a metal sheet by machine. The

Figure 3: John Wilson’s 1822 map of South Carolina Districts showing the location of Treadway and
Weathersby bridges. (Mills Atlas)
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Figure 4: The Treadway Meetinghouse shown on Mills’ 1825 Atlas. (Mills Atlas)

third feature is direction of grain, which
only applies to iron nails. The fourth is the
shape of the nail point. Wells only assigns
this to cut nails, as wire nails would all
have a rounded point. The fifth feature is
the type of nail head manufacture, which
is either handmade or machine made. The
sixth is the nail burr, which is only present
on cut nails. The seventh feature is the
pinch, which also applies only to cut nails.
This feature was formed from the nail shaft
being gripped by a vise while the head
was formed. Feature eight involves the
nail shaft taper, and the final feature is the
overall shape of the shaft section. Types
1 and 2 cover nails that were completely
hand-wrought. Type 3 nails have a handwrought head and a machine cut body.
Types 4 through 10 nails were fully
machine made. Types 11 and 12 are made
up of wire nails (round).
Nails were assigned to each of the
12 categories based on a combination
of the nine features. Some nails were in
such bad condition that they could only
be identified as cut or round. Of the total
number of nails recovered, only 242 from
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the shovel tests pits and 278 from the test
units could be assigned to a type. Nails
from shovel test pits nails were assigned as
follows: Type 3 has four nails, Type 4 has
one, Type 5 has six, Type 6 has 143, Type 7
has one, Type 8 has 79, from Type 12 has
eight (Figure 6). Nails from test unit nails
were assigned as follows: Type 3 has two,
Type 5 has three, Type 6 has 260, Type 7
has six, Type 8 has six, and Type 9 has one
(Figure 7).
Dates for the nail types range from
1791 to 1891 and several types have
overlapping date ranges. Most of the
nails recovered from the Tredway site
fall into Types 6 and 8. These types have
date ranges of 1810-1840 and 1820-1890,
respectively. These two types overlap
from 1820 to 1840 indicating that the
meetinghouse was constructed sometime
during this interval. Furthermore,
this information coupled with the
documentary evidence from the Barnwell
District maps indicate that construction
of the Treadway meetinghouse occurred
during the earlier end of this date range.
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Figure 5: Lidar Map of metal detector points and metal concentration within boxed area. (SCIAA map)

Figure 6: Graph showing Shovel Test Pit nails plotted by type and date
range. (SCIAA graph)
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Figure 7: Graph showing Test Unit nails plotted by type and date
range. (SCIAA graph)
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Maritime Research

USS Boston Collection: Curation and Photogrammetric
Documentation
By Athena Van Overschelde and Will Nassiff

Introduction

Through an Archaeological Research
Trust (ART) Grant, the Maritime
Research Division (MRD) began the
process of documenting the state’s
underwater artifact collections through
photogrammetric software. After
receiving new curation space in Barnwell
College, the MRD began photographing
artifacts from USS Boston, a Civil War
troop transport that ran aground in the
Ashepoo River in 1864. After moving the
collection to Barnwell, a general analysis
was conducted to determine if any artifacts
needed conservation, which included
identification and photographing of the
artifact for future reference. Our early
efforts have focused on creating 3D models
of Boston artifacts in Agisoft Metashape
for analysis and public outreach
Utilization of software like Agisoft can
lead to exciting new ways to engage the
public and showcase the history and
archaeology of South Carolina. Through
our efforts in photogrammetrically
recording artifacts from Boston, the MRD
will create a framework for the continued

Figure 2: Example of a sparse cloud in Agisoft Metashape. (MRD photo)

documentation of artifacts for both
curatorial and outreach purposes.
The MRD used the funds to
purchase several items for our studio
including: an Ortery 360 Turntable, two
(2) OrangeMonkie Studio Lightboxes,
additional studio lights, and many other
small items to complete our studio.
All other purchases were minor in
comparison to the above items, but either
supplemented our camera array, provided

materials used for cleaning camera lenses,
or permitted the staging of smaller artifacts
to be aptly recorded via photography.
Most importantly, the grant allowed
the MRD to contract with Josh Chaplin,
a former Applied Research Division
archaeologist, to lend his expertise in
photography and photogrammetric
processing. Josh travelled to Columbia
to provide assistance on tuning camera
settings, processing intricacies, and
display mediums. His insight proved
tremendously beneficial to our successes
in creating photogrammetric models
of artifacts and the MRD is incredibly
grateful for his assistance (Figure 1).

USS Boston History

Figure 1: Athena Van Overschelde (Left) and Josh Chaplin (Right) at work in the MRD’s photogrammetry studio. (MRD photo)
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Boston was constructed in 1850 in New
York City and was a steam side wheeler,
weighing 630 tons, and was 225 feet in
length with an oak hull that was sheathed
in copper. For its first 11 years, Boston
sailed primarily between Boston, MA,
and Portland, ME carrying passengers
and cargo. In April 1861, the Federal
Government leased it, and it became the
first vessel used to transport soldiers
during the Civil War (Shomette 1973).
Legacy, Vol. 26, No. 1, August 2022

battery and Boston was set afire to ensure
it did not land in the hands of the enemy
(Chaplin 1864). Although no men died in
the firefight, seven or eight men drowned
in the rush to get to shore, and all horses
on board died in the fire (Chaplin 1864).

Agisoft Metashape Methodology

Figure 3: Pocket knife concretion photograph and photogrammetric model (38CN57-1-83). (MRD
photo)

During its first voyage, Boston was
sent to Washington, which had been cut
off by rail from the North and needed
protection. On April 22, 1861, the vessel
arrived in Annapolis and helped refloat
the transport vessel Maryland after it had
grounded. The troops on board Maryland
then disembarked and are credited with
saving the Capital (Shomette 1973)
In 1864, Boston, was transporting
300 soldiers from the 34th Regiment of
Colored Troops, as well as 90 unidentified
cavalrymen and their horses under the
command of Colonel Thomas Bayley.
Orders were for Boston and another troop
transport, Edwin Lewis, to stop at the
mouth of Mosquito Creek but, due to a
miscommunication, ended up continuing
north an additional eight miles passing
“the pickets of the enemy, and under the
guns of a rebel battery” (Foster 1864).
“When a rebel sentry hailed the vessel,
Bayley reportedly answered with the
name of his vessel and continued another
mile north into the lines of the enemy
despite hearing the alarm raised from the
sentry. Bayley was later court martialed
and accused of the “act of criminal
thoughtlessness that endangered his whole
command, put the enemy on guard against
the intended surprise, and contributed
greatly to the loss of the steamer Boston”
(Foster 1864).

24th that two steamboats, thought to be
Federal gunboats were headed north up
the Ashepoo River. Twiggs immediately
dispatched enforcements to the pickets
between Chapman’s Fort and the Chehaw
River. Upon arrival at Chapman’s Fort,
Twiggs saw a “large Yankee steamer
aground 300 yards below the piling in the
Ashepoo River, lying with her bow on the
breast-works, and in such a position that
my left gun commanded her starboard
side and my right her port bow...a third
shot fired from the artillery struck her
steam-chest, causing the steam to escape
rapidly.” (Twiggs 1864).
Stuck fast in the sandbar, Boston came
under fire by rebel troops along the river
and at the battery and was hit 75-80 times
with shells from 6 and 12-pound cannons,
which punctured the boiler (Tower 1981).
The men on board the vessel swam to
shore and to the other vessel, Edwin Lewis
to escape the enemy fire (Halleck 1864). At
10 AM, a US Navy gunboat arrived and
suppressed the fire from the Confederate

During this project, the Maritime
Research Division (MRD) created our own
methodology for rendering 3D models
in Agisoft Metashape. First, photos are
aligned in batches, or chunks, based on the
orientation of the artifact being rendered.
Alignment parameters were always run on
“High Accuracy” because it ensured that
the software would detect the maximum
number of key points and tie points in
each photograph.
After each chunk aligned, the data is
rendered as a “Sparse Cloud” made up of
points Agisoft matched across all photos
in the chunk (Figure 2). After the sparse
cloud has been generated, it is important to
clean the sparse cloud so that unnecessary
or inaccurate points can be deleted. This
can be done manually by selecting the
points outside of the bounding box or by
gradually selecting points according to
their projection accuracy, reconstruction
uncertainty, and reprojection error, each
calculated by Agisoft, and deleting them.
Once the sparse cloud is complete,
Agisoft is able to turn these point-based
values into a mesh of the object. The
mesh is a rough rendering of a 3D model,
based on triangular faces according to
the desired final quality of the model.

Sinking Event

According to a report written by
Lieutenant Colonel John D. Twiggs
of the First South Carolina Cavalry,
Confederate forces had been warned by
a scout at 1 AM on the morning of the
Legacy, Vol. 26, No. 1, August 2022

Figure 4: Belt buckle concretion photograph and photogrammetric model. (MRD photo)
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Figure 5: Photogrammetric model of a horse’s mandible. (MRD photo)

For less than 500 images quality of mesh
should be high, but for anything over 500
it’s better to choose medium unless the
computer being used has a high processing
capacity. Face count should be High,
Depth filtering was kept on Mild, and the
Calculate Vortex Colors box was checked.
Next, masks were needed to tell Agisoft
to focus only on the artifact instead of the
photograph background. The software
will automatically apply masks to each
image in a chunk based on the meshed,
3D model, making it crucial to whittle
down the sparse cloud to remove any
inaccuracies.
We then repeat the process until both
chunks have a mesh and are masked.
Once that is complete the two chunks
need to be aligned and merged. Agisoft
can align the chunks itself, but if there are
any issues they can be aligned manually
with markers. Once the two chunks are
successfully merged together, it will be
displayed as a new sparse cloud. From
here, a new mesh will be generated of
the merged chunks. Finally, the meshed,
merged chunk will have texture applied
to it. This texture is generated from
individual photographs.
At this point there should be a detailed
3D model of the artifact. After the model is
complete there are options to make a video
where the model spins or uploads the
model to an online 3D model website like
Sketchfab. This way the public can interact
with the artifact, including zooming in,
and spinning it around to see it from all
angles.
30

Artifact Research

Artifacts recovered from Boston include
uniform buttons, a pocketknife, varying
shapes and sizes of ceramics, military
insignia, and other personal effects.
Additionally, several fragments of horse
bone and an entire mandible of a horse
were recovered from the wreck (Figures
3-5). While impossible to photograph and
render photogrammetric models of the
entire collection due to its sheer volume,
we hope that directing our efforts to
rendering high quality models of specific
artifacts allows us to ascertain details of
their functional lives aboard the steamer
Boston. Also, since much of the collection
comes from the personal effects of those
aboard the steamer, these artifacts can
reveal the reality of life aboard a troop
transport.

Two of the rendered artifacts, a tobacco
pipe, and its accessories, would likely have
been a common item amongst soldiers
and found in the personal effects on board
vessels like Boston. One intact pipe bowl
and a pipe tamper were photographed
and had models rendered of them. The
pipe bowl is cream colored with a small
portion of stem still attached. There is
slight discoloration around the bowl rim
as well as in the interior, probably from its
functional life. The bowl is decorated with
a honeycomb imprint and has slight ridges
that run vertically from the rim to its base.
A hole, which ran from the bowl through
the stem to the mouthpiece, is visible
from the rear-view (Figure 6). Little can
be determined regarding the origination
of the pipe bowl itself, but according to
Ivor Noel Hume’s A Guide to Artifacts of
Colonial America (1969) the shape of the
pipe bowl likely indicates a construction
date towards the middle of the 19th century
(302-303).
The pipe tamper appears to be made
of brass and stands approximately 5.5
centimeters tall. The decorative tamper
depicts a hand holding a pipe with a solid
bottom used to pack down dottle (Figure
7). Tobacco and related paraphernalia
feature prominently amongst the artifact
assemblage of other Civil War steamers
and other contemporary shipwrecks
(Babits 1994; Sudbury and Gerth 2011;
Dickson III 2015).
Most prevalent amongst the

Figure 6: Multiple angles of a photogrammetric model of pipe bowl from USS Boston. (MRD photo))
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Figure 7: Photograph and photogrammetric model of a pipe tamp from USS Boston collection
(38CN57-1-11). (MRD photo)

collection are the large quantities of
ceramic materials. Very few remain in
any discernable pattern preventing us
from associating them with other sherds.
Even fewer display any identifying
characteristics such as makers marks or
stamps. The authors rendered several 3D
models of individual ceramic sherds, but
without any success in determining the
original shape of the vessel or any other
characteristics. A cold cream dish, slightly
discolored and spotted with a powdery
residue, remained intact and became of
particular interest to us. While little has
been ascertained about its manufacture,
it is one of the collection’s most wellpreserved ceramic items (Figure 8).
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Historic Archaeology
Early SCIAA Leadership
By James B. Legg

This rare photo was provided by University of Georgia archaeologist Mark Williams. On the left is William E. Edwards, who was the founding director
of SCIAA; on the right is John D. Combes, who was interim director of SCIAA for several months in 1968. The location is the site of Fort Prince George
(1753-1768), in Pickens County, SC, where Combes directed excavations in 1966-68.
William Edwards was the subject of a brief discussion by Steve Smith in his Director’s Notes in the December 2019 issue of Legacy. Steve found that
information regarding Edwards and the earliest years of SCIAA was remarkably sparse. The best single source appears to be Robert L. Stephenson’s
summary history of South Carolina archaeology in the SCIAA Notebook in 1975. William Edwards joined the USC Department of Anthropology and
Sociology in 1959, and he assumed the newly created position of South Carolina State Archaeologist in 1960. He became director of the new State
Department of Archaeology in 1963, which became the South Carolina Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology in 1966. Edwards resigned from his
position in 1968 to accept a teaching position in Colorado, and his subsequent career is very obscure––deep internet searches yield virtually nothing
beyond Steve Smith’s 2019 summary, and no publications or images.
John Combes became Assistant (or Associate) South Carolina State Archaeologist in 1966, and Fort Prince George appears to have been his major
focus through 1968. When William Edwards resigned in 1968, Combes assumed leadership of SCIAA as Interim State Archaeologist. After Robert L.
“Bob” Stephenson arrived to take over later that year, Combes reverted to his earlier rank as “Assistant Director” of SCIAA. He held that position until
1975, with a two-year leave of absence in 1970-72 to work on his PhD. Beyond 1975, John Combes rivals William Edwards for obscurity, at least in terms
of internet research. Intensive searching reveals a few bibliographical items, but no biographical material and no images.
After 28 months of SCIAA field work, Fort Prince George was flooded by the waters of Lake Keowee in May 1968. The project was never reported
by John Combes, and the records of the work are largely missing. In 1998, however, Marshall “Woody” Williams published an excellent summary of the
project based on surviving records and his own recollections––he was one of the principal crew members in 1967-68. His young son Mark assisted his
father at Fort Prince George.
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Carolina’s Lost Colony
Stuarts Town and the Struggle for Survival
in Early South Carolina

Those interested in the early colonial history of
South Carolina and the southeastern borderlands will find much to discover in Carolina’s
%
OFF
Lost Colony in which historian Peter N. Moore
examines the dual colonization of Port Royal at
the end of the seventeenth century. From the east
came Scottish Covenanters, who established the
small outpost of Stuarts Town. Meanwhile, the
Yamasee arrived from the south and west. These
European and Indigenous colonizers made common cause as they sought to rival the English
settlement of Charles Town to the north and the
Spanish settlement of St. Augustine to the south.
Also present were smaller Indigenous communities that had long populated the
Atlantic sea islands. It is a global story whose particulars played out along a small
piece of the Carolina coast.
Religious idealism and commercial realities came to a head as the Scottish
settlers made informal alliances with the Yamasee and helped to reinvigorate
the Indian slave trade—setting in motion a series of events that transformed the
region into a powder keg of colonial ambitions, unleashing a chain of hostilities,
realignments, displacement, and destruction that forever altered the region.
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Peter N. Moore is professor of history, Texas A&M University–Corpus Christi,
and author of World of Toil and Strife and Archibald Simpson’s Unpeaceable Kingdom.
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Learn more and get 20% off with promo code JSAVE20 at
uscpress.com/Carolinas-Lost-Colony
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Michael A. Harmon
Tim Lord
Jerrell D. Melear
Lawrence C. and Hepsy Parham
Conrad and Betty D. Pearson
Arthur L. and Frances J. Rickenbaker
Michael J. Septon
Kathy Stewart (In Memory of John Key Powell,
Ann Penniman Powell, and Paul Stewart)
Joseph Stofan
John and Pamela Stuart
Gerral Lee Thomas
Robert E. and Carol Ann Tyler
Robert Wayne Whiteside

Supporter ($99-50)

A.F. Consultants
Michael J. and Aileen Ellen Ahearn
David Henry Barron
Jeff D. and Angela H. Broome
Amy Busby
William Patrick, Jr. and Jane Ballenger Dorn
Timothy M. Drake
Helen W. Feltham
Druanne M. Freeman
Sarah Calhoun Gillespie
Mary Hardy (In Memory of Joseph Hardy)
Jane Hammond Jervey
Laurence Koolkin
Hubert W. and Constance Laquement
Peter Littlefield
Joan G. Lowery
Jean Elliott Manning

Jeffrey and Dale Milne
William D. Moxley, Jr.
Mike N. Peters
Myrtle Quattlebaum
Bradfort L. Rauschenberg
Gerald F. Schroedl
Harry E. and Margaret G. Shealy
Gwen Anne Sheriff
Rodger A. Steele
Timothy B. and Alice Barron Pearce Stewart
Gordon and Ann C. Thruston
Theodore M. Tsolovos
X Ray Compliance Solutions LLC
Martha Zierden

Regular ($49 or less)

Robbie L. Allen
Randy and Mary Alice Akers
Bill and Brenda Bauer
Lawrence and Nancy Babits
Richard B. and Mollie Baker
Sherrell Goodyear Boette
Edward S. Cummings, III
Carolyn Hudson
Louie Glen and Joan Anderson Inabinet
Risden L. McElroy
Linda Carnes-McNaughton
Thomas and Carol Pinckney
Sandra Sheridan
Lecreda B. Smith
C. Diane Smock
John J. and Pamela B. Stuart
George R. Stubbs
Henry S. and Leslie Ann Sully
Margaret B. Ulrichsen
Jan Steensen Urban
Robert L. and Janice Van Buren
Alexandra Vainas
George and Catherine Walker
Richard G. and Mildred Wall
William B. and Suzanne B. Wall
Frank P. and Meta W. Whitlock
Neill Wilkinson
James A. and Christine B. Williams
Christopher Worley
Rita Zollinger
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Randy and Mary Alice Akers
Robbie L. Allen

ART Board meeting at White Pond. (Photo by Dale Bales)
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John Edward and Sandra B. Allison
B.R. Baker
Richard B. and Mollie T. Baker
Benny and Jackie Bartley
Frank and Kathryn D. Barton
William R. and Brenda Bauer
Charles Baugh
Charles Burke Baxley
Paul H. and Judith Davis Benson
Ann S. Bittner
Sherrell Goodyear Boette
G.G. Boyd, Jr.
Jeff D. and Angela H. Broome
Greta Brown
Amy Busby
Bobby E. Butler (Butler Alarm Systems LLC)
Linda Carnes-McNaughton
W.C. Cambell
Louie C. Chavis
Ann and Richard Christie
Janet C. Ciegler
John M. Coggeshall
Robert C. Costello
William E. Covington, III
Joanna Burbank Craig
Edward S. Cummings, III
Harold D. and Cynthia Curry
Jerry Dacus
Robert J. Dehoney
David Donmoyer
Walter Patrick, Jr. and Jane Ballenger Dorn
Timothy M. Drake
Glenn J. Dutton
Dutton Grading Corporation
Lou Edens
Eddie and Anita Feemster
Helen W. Feltham
Amelia L. Fisher
Lorene Fisher (In Memory of Joel Fisher)
Alma Harriett Fore
Druanne M. Freeman
Blake P. Garrett
Sarah C. Gillespie
Albert C. Goodyear, III
Joyce A. Hallenbeck
Mary Hardy (In Memory of Joseph Hardy)
Michael Harmon
Harper Family Foundation (In Memory of
Antony C. Harper)
Ernest L. “Chip” Helms, III
David and Sue Hodges
John Elbert and Kay G. Hollis
Louie Glen and Joan Anderson Inabinet
Randy C. and Julie A. Ivey
Jane Hammond Jervey
Joan M. Jordan
J.W. Joseph
Judy S. Kendall
Doris D. Krell Kahn
Laurence Koolkin
Jim and Karin J. Knight
Robert L. Knight
Richard W. Lang
Hubert W. and Constance B. Laquement
Tim Lord
Joan G. Lowery
D.T. Mack
Gina McCuen
Risden McElroy
Jerrell D. Melear
Linda Carnes-McNaughton
Jack A. Meyer
John M. Newman
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Conrad and Betty D. Pearson
Leon E. Perry
Mike N. Peters
Thomas and Carol Pinckney
Ernie and Joan Plummer
Larry W. Pollard
Barbara Key Powell
Deborah C. Price
Myrtle L. Quattlebaum
William Leland, Jr. and Kathryn R. Raley
Larry A. Reed
Nena Powell Rice
Arthur L. and Frances J. Rickenbaker
Byron C. and Bernona L. Rodgers, Jr.
William D. Rodgers, Jr.
Don C. Rosick and Pat Mason
Mary Julia Royall
Gerald F. Schoedl
William Charles Schmidt, Jr.
Schwab Charitable Fund
Michael Jon Septon
Harry E. and Margaret G. Shealy
Gwen Anne Sheriff
Fred Henry and Carol B. Shute
Sybil J. Sidelman
Leroy Hampton Simkins, Jr.
Lecreda B. Smith
Walter C. Smith
Roger Alan, Sr. and Karen Bedenbaugh Steele
Kathy Stewart (In Memory of John Key Powell,
Ann Penniman Powell, and Paul Stewrt)
Timothy B. and Alice Barron Pearce Stewart
Robert N. Strickland
John J. and Pamela B. Stuart
George R. Stubbs
Henry S. and Leslie Ann Sully
Wesley Tauchinay
Andrew R. Thomas
Gerral Lee Thomas
Gordon and Ann Thruston
Theodore Minas Tsolovos
Robert E. and Carol Tyler
Robert L. and Janice Van Buren
George and Catherine Walker
William B. and Suzanne B. Wall
James S. Welch
George Westerfield
Constance White
Robert Wayne Whiteside
Christopher M. Worley
X Ray Compliance Solutions LLC
Ilsa K. Young
Rita Zollinger

Allendale Archaeology Research
Fund

Felburn Foundation (Grant)
Albert C. Goodyear, III
Harper Family Foundation (In memory of Antony
C./ Harper)
Neal and Catherine W. Konstantin Foundation
Schwab Charitable Fund
Roger Alan, Sr.and Karen Bedenbaugh Steele
Gerral Lee Thomas

Paleoamerican Materials Analysis
Fund.
Barnes Trust
William E. Covington, III
Lorene Fisher (In Memory of Joel Fisher)
Albert C. Goodyear, III
Harper Family Foundation (In Memory of

Antony C. Harper)
Robert L. Knight
Neal and Catherine W. Konstantin Foundation
Carol C. Reed
Roger Alan, Sr.and Karen Bedenbaugh Steele
Gerral Lee Thomas

Contact Period / St. Augustine Fund
Michael and Danayse Cassell
James Houser
James N. and Shirley T. Kirby
Richard B. and Mary Jean Morawetz
Santa Elena Foundation
Dr. Robert and Joan Snydor
William and Shanna Sullivan
Jaques Theriot
Mr. and Mrs. Pascal Tone
Vanguard Charitable

Savannah River Archaeological
Research Program
Mark J. Brooks and Barbara E. Taylor
William and Patricia Covington
John Ronald and Marolyn M. Floyd
Leon E. Perry
Southeastern Archaeological Conference
Mira J. Strobert
White Pond, Inc.

SCIAA Family Fund (ART/Outreach)
Gina McCuen
Jay and Jennifer Mills
Gerald F. Schroedl

Snows Island/Fort Motte Fund
Lawrence and Nancy Babits
Dr. Ernest L. Helms, III
Richard E. Watkins

Stanley South Student
Archaeological Research Fund
Randy and Mary Alice Akers
Frederick J. Darnell
Michael A. Harmon
J.W. Joseph
Linda Carnes-McNaughton

Robert L. Stephenson Library
Endowment Fund
Archaeological Research Trust Board
George and Betti Bell
Edward and Dorothy Kendall
Jay and Jennifer Mills
USC Thomas Cooper Library

Wateree Mound Erosion Monitoring
& Catawba River Fund
Duke Energy Carolinas LLC

John Winthrop Archaeological
Research Endowment Fund
Archroma, Inc.
John Winthrop

Underwater Archaeology Research
Fund
Robert L. Knight
Lowcountry Civil War Round Table
Oldfield Fishing Outdoor Club
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Please Support the Stanley South Student
Archaeological Research Endowment Fund
Stan South was a larger-than-life figure that played a prominent role in the field of historical archaeology in the United
States and beyond, mainly focusing on investigating the most important historical and archaeological sites in South
and North Carolina for nearly 60 years. His passing on March 20, 2016, brought to an end a life and career filled with
scholarship and accomplishment.
To honor Stan’s many years of work, SCIAA has established The Stanley South Student Archaeological Research Fund
to support undergraduate and graduate student research in archaeology by University of South Carolina students. To
endow the Stanley South Student Scholarship Fund, we need to raise $25,000. Contributions can be made online by
visiting: https://giving.sc.edu/givenow.aspx, or by check made payable to the USC Educational Foundation and mailed
to: SCIAA—Stan South Fund, 1321 Pendleton Street, University of South Carolina, Columbia SC 29208. You may also use
the insert envelop in this issue of Legacy. Thank you so much for your support!

